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For today is an important decision day for Darfur -and for change.
The situation in Darfur is the greatest humanitarian disaster the world faces today. Over 200,000 dead, 2 million displaced and 4 million on food aid. Following my meeting with President Bush, and I thank him for his leadership on Darfur, the UK and the French have now, with US support, agreed and tabled a UN Security Council resolution that will mandate the deployment of the worlds largest peacekeeping operation to protect the citizens of Darfur. And I hope this plan -for a 19,000 African Union-UN force -will be adopted later today. Immediately we will work hard to deploy this force quickly. And the plan for Darfur from now on is to achieve a ceasefire, including an end to aerial bombings of civilians; drive forward peace talks starting in Arusha Tanzania this weekend on 3rd
August; and as peace is established, offer to and begin to invest in recovery and reconstruction. But we must be clear if any party blocks progress and the killings continue, I and others will redouble our efforts to impose further sanctions. 2 His UN speech went on to explore in some detail the need for further effort to be expended not merely on the situation in Sudan but also to consider yet again progress towards the Millennium Development Goals. On both sides of the Atlantic, Brown"s speech drew complimentary analysis. This has shown that the Conservative Party is at least beginning to discuss these ideas, contrary to a Guardian leader about a year after Cameron"s election which asked "Does the Conservative party have a foreign policy? If it does, what is it?
No one seems certain". 4 One specific area where there has been some shift in Conservative Party thinking has been in the specific area of humanitarian or military intervention in third party conflicts. All governments find that idealism in foreign policy has to be tempered with realism but it is important to remember that a world based on any other set of values will be without the means for the tolerance and acceptance of diversity which is of such critical importance in a globalized age.
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The notion that idealism in foreign policy has to be conditioned by realism is perhaps a replaying of the Blair"s foreign policy position, which attempted to negotiate the tensions of political realism with moral idealism. This problem, especially when combined with his highly personalised "special relationship" with the George W. Bush , were was cruelly exposed in the "Yo Blair" moment, when it was only too apparent that Prime Ministerial influence on American foreign policy was limited at best. The Henry Jackson Society is a non-profit and non-partisan organisation that seeks to promote the following principles: that liberal democracy should be spread across the world; that as the world"s most powerful democracies, the United States and the European Union -under British leadership -must shape the world more actively by intervention and example; that such leadership requires political will, a commitment to universal human rights and the maintenance of a strong military with global expeditionary reach; and that too few of our leaders in Britain and the rest of Europe today are ready to play a role in the world that matches our strength and responsibilities.
14 This, they suggest, can be understood under the heading of "a principled policy of democratic realism". This is a telling phrase, one taken from American neoconservative Charles Krauthammer, yet it is one he sees as an explicitly "American Foreign Policy for a Unipolar World", 15 whereas for the Henry Jackson Society this is "the British Moment". 16 Krauthammer suggests that the means of internationalism and legalism should be "in service to a larger vision: remaking the international system in the image of domestic society".
8 "transcend power politics, narrow national interest, and, ultimately, the nationstate itself… they welcome the decline of sovereignty as the road to the new globalism of a norm-driven, legally bound international system broken to the mode of domestic society". 18 Before we move to their "Statement of Principles" it is worth dwelling for a moment on who Henry "Scoop" Jackson was. Again, though they assert a British identity, their namesake was a prominent US politician. Jackson was a 28 suggesting that contrary to suggestions that Britain has attempted to punch above its weight, traditionally, under realist conservatism, "Britain actually punches below its weight". 29 Tying humanitarian intervention to the project of the Bush administration, they suggest that Blair"s premiership, for them, was a "sea change in foreign policy". 30 Kamm suggests that "neoconservative" can be "an accurate description of a progressive political stance, and of Blair"s foreign policies in particular"; 31 and Murray suggests that Blair was "almost perfectly neoconservative on foreign policy". 32 As noted above, the ideals of liberal humanitarian intervention espoused by the likes of Blair and Kofi Annan and the claims about "contingent sovereignty" made by prominent neoconservatives share a very similar logic. 33 
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The Society therefore proposes a number of key principles:-1.
[it] believes that modern liberal democracies set an example to which the rest of the world should aspire.
2. Supports a "forward strategy" to assist those countries that are not yet liberal and democratic to become so. This would involve the full spectrum of our "carrot" capacities, be they diplomatic, economic, cultural or political, but also, when necessary, those "sticks" of the military domain.
3. Supports the maintenance of a strong military, by the United States, the countries of the European Union and other democratic powers, armed with expeditionary capabilities with a global reach.
Supports the necessary furtherance of European military modernisation
and integration under British leadership, preferably within NATO.
Stresses the importance of unity between the world"s great democracies, represented by institutions such as NATO, the European
Union and the OECD, amongst many others.
6. Believes that only modern liberal democratic states are truly legitimate, and that any international organisation which admits undemocratic states on an equal basis is fundamentally flawed.
7. Gives two cheers for capitalism. There are limits to the market, which needs to serve the Democratic Community and should be reconciled to the environment. 38 Irwin Stelzer, also a prominent neoconservative and Rupert Murdoch"s man in Britain, is a signatory too.
Revealingly he described Cameron as "an empty vessel waiting to be filled". 39 It is clear that the Henry Jackson Society is intending for its ideas on foreign policy to be part of the contents. Strategy. 41 However, as Francis Fukuyama, has recently lamented, the intellectual influence of neo-conservatives did not produce a set of foreign policies under the Bush administration that he would now approve of. 42 As he noted, the Bush administration failed to predict the backlash provoked by 
Against Realism and Moral Relativism
One of the affiliated academics to the Henry Jackson Society is Brendan Simms,
Reader in the History of International Relations at Cambridge and author of a prominent critique of British policy on Bosnia. 45 Simms, who is Co-President of the Society, suggests that one of its aims is to "show that actually many of the ideas considered to be neoconservative are actually ideas that come very much from within the mainstream tradition of U.S. foreign policy". 46 In this, as in his book on Bosnia, he is advocating a critique of traditional British conservative foreign policy and its predominantly realist outlook. 47 Yet like the American model they hope to appeal across the political spectrum and bring in those in the Labour party who, like Blair, are supporters of the turn toward interventionhumanitarian or for national or global security -in US foreign policy. 48 As David
Clark, a former Labour adviser to Robin Cook notes, the British left "can be reluctant to assert the superiority of liberal democracy, thereby laying itself open to the charge of moral relativism". 49 This is precisely one of the charges that the Henry Jackson Society is quick to lay at their door; just as it is similarly critical of those unwilling to actively intervene to enforce that perceived superiority.
This critique is particularly apparent in a book written by Michael Gove himself, under the title of Celsius 7/7. 50 The irony of a book by a neoconservative that both mirrors Michael Moore"s Fahrenheit 9/11, and converts the "imperial" message to a European metric is seemingly lost on him. The contrasts in other areas, however, are extremely stark. Like the Society more generally, Gove lists the failures of 1990s foreign policy on both sides of the Atlantic: in "Bosnia, Iraq, Somalia, Northern Ireland -the West has been shown to be either weak, temporizing or irresolute in the face of threats". 51 Similarly he has no time for attempts to understand the enemy in the "war on terror": "the primary moral 14 responsibility for acts of evil -and any attempt to qualify the word is itself a moral surrender -rests with the authors of that evil". 52 Like many of the US neoconservatives he constructs a strong defence of Israel, but this goes beyond merely the support for their actions in "response" to threats.
Gove believes Israel was legitimate in terms of its seizing of Arab territory, and wants to underline that this territory was not Palestinian when Israel occupied it. In terms of the war on Iraq, Gove has no time for those that sought the UN route and the backing of "international law", claiming that "it is remarkable that a democratic vote in the United Kingdom should not be considered truly legitimate unless it has been approved by a body that is, in itself, profoundly antidemocratic and that vests veto power in nations that are serial abusers of human rights". 55 In this he mirrors the Henry Jackson Society"s critique of the UN. 56 In terms of the conduct of this war and the one in Afghanistan, he bemoans the way Guantánamo Bay, daisy-cutter bombs or depleted uranium shells are criticized, without the "tactics of our enemies" being explored. 57 Gove reserves some of his strongest criticism for those who believe that the West is imposing freedom or democracy:
Furthermore, I could discuss the argument that we have no right, in the majesty of our Western arrogance, to "impose" democracy. This "cloak-and-dagger" approach is mocked in the pages of the Henry Jackson Society manifesto, 63 yet it seems undeniable that in Cameron they have an ally.
Many of his more explicit pronouncements on foreign policy make sense within this context. This is especially the case in a 2005 speech given before he became leader. It discusses the weakness of the West in the face of threats in the 1990s that can be seen as preludes to the terrorism of 2001: Somalia, the embassy bombings in Africa, and the USS Cole. 64 Cameron claimed that the war on Iraq was justified, and signifies his opposition to a "premature withdrawal -and a failure to support the Iraqi authority". Like others he claims that it was "French obstruction" that denied the second resolution on Iraq and tellingly titles one of the sections of his speech "Homeland Security". 65 On September 11 th 2006, explicitly timed to mark five years of the "war on terror", Cameron outlined a number of differences between what he called "liberal conservatism" and "neo-conservatism". 66 Neo-conservatism could be characterised as "a realistic appreciation of the scale of the threat the world faces from terrorism"; "a conviction that pre-emptive military action is not only an appropriate, but a necessary component of tackling the terrorist threat in the short term"; and "a belief that in the medium and long term, the promotion of freedom and democracy, including through regime change, is the best guarantee of our security". He suggested that the judgment of neo-conservatism had to be mixed, but that the clear aim from this point forward had to be "developing with America a tough and effective foreign policy for the age of international terrorism -a policy that moves beyond neo-conservatism, retaining its strengths but learning from its failures". Cameron explicitly signs up to the first of the neoconservative principles; and adds that "I believe that the neo-conservatives are right to argue that extending freedom is an essential objective of Western foreign policy". He also supports the idea that "Western powers should be prepared, in the last resort, to use military force", but suggests that what has been lacking in the last five years is "humility and patience".
On the basis of these two words he wants to inject a conservative scepticism toward "grand schemes to remake the world". He thus sets his "liberal conservatism" in opposition to "neo-conservatism". The "conservatism" comes not only from t a scepticism but also recognition of "the complexities of human 18 nature"; yet the "liberal" comes because he supports "the aim of spreading freedom and democracy, and support[s] humanitarian intervention". This leads him to five propositions:
First, that we should understand fully the threat we face.
Second, that democracy cannot quickly be imposed from outside.
Third, that our strategy needs to go far beyond military action.
Fourth, that we need a new multilateralism to tackle the new global challenges we face.
And fifth, that we must strive to act with moral authority.
While it would be glib to suggest this is merely finessing differences within neoconservatism, this is certainly a debate within a dominant conception of foreign
policy. Yet some of these are assertions where nobody would really assert the opposite -especially relevant for points 1, 3, and 5 -which is, at best, banal.
While there are differences from prominent US neo-conservatives on some key aspects, perhaps particularly on the urge for multilateralism, there seems to be little here to which Blair would not agree. Indeed, on the last point Cameron is at most disagreeing with Blair on the application of a principle concerning "the common values of humanity" rather than the principle itself. Cameron adds: "but if we assume -and I think we should assume -some responsibility for extending these values internationally, we must strive to do so in a way that is consistent and honourable. A moral mission requires moral methods". Legitimacy is thus key to this "liberal conservatism". 67 The Henry Jackson Society has criticised some of the points of Cameron"s speech, suggesting it was "partisan party politics", "light on stressing the importance of "values"" and "muddled". There are many positive points in Mr. Cameron"s "liberal conservatism" to recommend it for those who support a values-based, robust, interventionist, global posture for Britain with a foreign policy that marries principles, power and interests. However, there is also a great deal of incoherence, generated by the evident tension between Mr. Cameron talking to competing galleries.
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The Foreign Policy of the Future
The Henry Jackson Society notes that "there is no clear trajectory for the future of British foreign policy". 71 The Society proudly triumphs the way that it has been "described as either "Blairite" or "Neoconservative"" as proof of its "non-partisan nature". 72 Yet these positions are not nearly as far apart as such a positioning might imply, and Cameron is explicit that his "new approach to foreign affairsliberal conservatism" is one which seeks to retain "the strengths of the neoconservative approach while learning from its failures". 73 Some of its affiliates 20 have seen Ariel Sharon"s breaking of Israeli politics through the Kadima party as a similar move of uniting elements of the traditional left and right. 74 Other commentators have seen Bush"s remaking of foreign policy as doing something similar. 75 Thus the Henry Jackson Society sees themselves "as a bi-partisan group of progressives and democrats" eager to shape the future contours of British foreign policy . 76 Despite its differences, particularly situating itself more on the left, The Euston
Manifesto is similarly a project that proclaims itself as an alliance of "democrats and progressives". This too seeks to broaden its alliance "beyond the socialist Although he disagrees on the desirable outcome from The Henry Jackson Society, David Clark has similarly called for a rethinking and realigning that can follow the end of the Blair era, to "take a new direction in the fight against terrorism around which liberals and progressives can unite". He suggests that to squander this opportunity "would be to play into the hands of those who want the next era of British politics to be a conservative one". 80 Looking at what that might be, especially through the eyes of the Henry Jackson Society is revealing.
Cameron has, like Blair before him, stressed the assertion of values as guides to foreign policy in the "war on terror". 81 And notably Hague has called for a respect for human rights to be at the core of British foreign policy. In a speech strikingly reminiscent of Blair, he declares
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Not only is it right to champion freedom, justice and human rights, it is also in our national interests to do so. It has become increasingly clear in recent years that dictators do not make good partners -politically, commercially or strategically. They sow instability, reek of corruption, and threaten their own people. 82 There have of course been differences, notably over Lebanon, where Hague"s attitude was not only more in keeping with wider public opinion but was perhaps also a tactic intended to exploit Labour divisions. 83 As noted above, comments concerning Iraq have shown a similar logic. Kenneth Adelman described the neoconservative guiding principle as "the idea of a tough foreign policy on behalf of morality, the idea of using our power for moral good in the world". 84 Though
Adelman suggests that this is dead for a generation because of the Iraq debacle, it is not difficult to see how Cameron, like Blair and Brown, would sign up to this principle.
For Matthew Jamison of the Henry Jackson Society, Cameron has planted "his standard firmly in interventionist territory". Yet it suggests that he needs to be cautious. The ideals of his "liberal conservatism" are ultimately irreconcilable, Jamison suggests, with diplomatic realism. Jamison hopes that in the last instance, Cameron"s "interventionist convictions will overwhelm the Realist caution that would be inimical to Britain"s ethical and strategic interests". 85 Thus on many things in foreign policy the new British conservatism is not so different from Blair. And that is precisely the reason we should be concerned.
